Research Poster


Generating Peer Feedback in Student Teaching: Utilizing the Tuning Protocol


Taylorann Smith
Iowa State University
220C Curtiss Hall
Ames, Iowa 50011
(641) 442-5300
tksmith2@iastate.edu

Thomas H. Paulsen, Ph.D. 
Iowa State University
217 Curtiss Hall
Ames, Iowa 50011
(515) 294-0047
tpaulsen@iastate.edu

Ryan Anderson, Ph.D. 
Iowa State University
206E Curtiss Hall
Ames, Iowa 50011
(515) 294-4139
randrsn@iastate.edu








Generating Peer Feedback in Student Teaching: Utilizing the Tuning Protocol

Introduction/ Need for the Research
During the student teaching experience, pre-service teacher education students receive constant feedback from their cooperating teacher, university supervisor, peers, and through personal reflection. Lesson plan design and the effective use of various teaching methods are critical among a long list of concerns of pre-service agriculture teachers (Stair, Warner, & Moore, 2012). Greiman and Bedtke (2008) suggested that instructional planning models and components should have significance for pre-service teachers. Fritz and Miller (2003) identified three specific categories of teacher concern: self-adequacy, teaching tasks, and teaching impact. Findings from other studies listed concerns of pre-service teachers regarding the presentation of materials and how to involve students in problem solving and higher order thinking skills (Fuller & Case, 1972; Stair, Warner, & Moore, 2012). Fritz and Miller (2003) recommended that student teachers should communicate with other pre-service teachers to express concerns of the student teaching experience and reflect on matters of concern in the classroom. 
Conceptual Framework
The purpose of this study was to determine student pre-service teacher utilization of peer feedback when facilitated by a time managed tuning protocol during two distinct phases of the student teaching experience. This tuning protocol was envisioned by Easton (1999), developed by Allen and McDonald (1993), and provided for immediate peer discussion and feedback regarding teacher practice. The protocol consists of three parts: presentation, peer discussion, and presenter reflection. A debriefing discussion is often used to finalize the session (Easton, 2009). The tuning protocol was designed to provide constructive feedback and to focus on questions posed by the presenter as to how to involve her/his students in problem solving and higher order thinking skills (Easton, 2009). Topping, Smith, Swanson, and Elliot (2000) suggested that positive development of self-evaluation skills resulted when peer feedback was provided. 
Methodology
This pilot study used a qualitative method to collect initial data from nine agricultural education student teachers at [University]. The tuning protocol was introduced during the mid-term student teaching meeting as an opportunity to receive peer feedback through a professional development model. Each pre-service candidate was asked to determine and provide copies of one lesson plan that needed improvement along with copies of resulting student work. At the end of the fourteen-week student teaching experience, candidates brought a well presented lesson plan with student work to the final university student teaching meeting. Given the printed protocol and verbal instructions, pre-service candidates (n=9) were each assigned to a group of three. One person was designated as the presenter while the other two served as peer reviewers/participants. Each group was facilitated by a graduate student or university faculty member and one faculty member was designated as the timekeeper. 
Much like the clinical supervision cycle (Goldhammer, 1969) the student teacher began the tuning protocol process by asking peers to focus upon a specific area of concern regarding the implementation of the lesson in question. Next the student teacher shared highlights of the previously taught lesson for five minutes. Group members were asked generate written feedback without discussion. The participants then had two minutes to ask clarifying questions of the presenter; however no feedback was shared. The third step designated three minutes of silent time for the participants to finalize feedback and develop suggestions for the presenter. During the next eight minutes, the presenter remained silent as her/his peers provided formal feedback and discussion. The last two minutes provided the student teacher-presenter with time to reflect on the lesson, react to peer feedback, and share final thoughts. The twenty-minute tuning protocol session was then repeated with the other two group members and a follow-up debriefing session followed for all student teachers. The timing for each step was decreased from the original framework of one hour (Easton, 2009) to twenty minutes per presenter to allow for more presentations in the limited amount of meeting time.
Student teachers were asked to answer questions following the tuning protocol and peer reflection experience. Responses were posted in a private group housed in an electronic community of practice to two open-ended questions: What are your perceptions of utilizing the tuning protocol? Do you have suggestions for further implementation of the tuning protocol? Each response was copied to a word document to be kept anonymous and open coding was used to begin to “[identify] themes or categories that seem[ed] of interest” (Esterberg, 2002, p. 158). After the responses had been read several times, recurring themes emerged regarding the protocol: 1) benefits, 2) drawbacks, 3) structure and format, and 4) recommendations for future implementation. 
Results
	All but one student teacher of those who reflected (n=8) during the debriefing session felt that the implementation of the tuning protocol was beneficial. Students appreciated different viewpoints from peers and indicated that the protocol allowed them to reflect on the lesson’s design. The protocol also helped them to determine how to improve the plans to positively impact learning outcomes. One student “learned the importance of peer review.” Another stated that the protocol “allow[ed] us to look at our lesson designs and [determine] how we can improve on them to help better serve our students.” However, another student felt the process was not beneficial as he was “unaware if [he] will be teaching these lessons in the future.” Some feedback was focused on the formatting of the protocol. “I like[ed] how it is set up with timed parts of discussion, idea generation, and questions,” responded one student. Another student appreciated the preciseness of the timekeeper to ensure the protocol steps were closely followed. Student teachers recommended implementation of the tuning protocol in other aspects of the teacher education program, especially prior to the student teaching experience. 
Conclusions and Implications
Pre-service teacher candidates found peer feedback beneficial when reflecting on previously implemented lesson plans. Feedback was generated to provide for future improvement of lesson design, implementation, and the impact of teaching. Easton (2009) stated that the purpose of the tuning protocol was to provide an environment for professional discussion and initiate conversation that encourages “…groups to explore ideas deeply through student work, artifacts of educator practice, texts relating to education, or problems and issues that surface during the day to day lives of educators” (p. 8).  By recognizing concerns and tailoring educational materials through the tuning protocol, pre-service teachers acknowledged concerns about learner motivation which could positively influence student achievement (Stair, Warner, & Moore, 2012; Fuller and Brown, 1975). Several studies have noted positive effects of pre-service peer-evaluation (Ozogul, Olina, & Sullivan, 2008). The pre-service teacher being evaluated and the peer performing the evaluation both benefited from peer review (Topping, Smith, Sawnson, & Elliot, 2000). Upon further implementation of the tuning protocol and peer evaluation, teacher education programs will be able to assist pre-service teachers in building confidence in lesson plan and activity design. With this confidence, agricultural educators will be able to better motivate future generations of learners in agricultural education.
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